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Chapter 6

DIVERSITY IN AlAN HOUSING
PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

This chapter returns to the tOPiC of diversity, now examining It with respect to housing
problems and needs The first half of the chapter examines the differences In housing conditions
that eXist among Tribal Areas, uSing approaches similar to those applied to social and economic
variables In Chapter 3 The second examines contrasts In housing CIrcumstances across the
urban areas Identified In Chapter 4 and looks at the speCial types of housing problems that face
Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives In urban areas

TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS: REGIONAL VARIATIONS

Table 6.1 shows the number of AlAN Tnbal Area households In each housing problem
category, by tenure group, by region. Table 62 presents the same information In percentage
terms These tables report only on housing problems eVidenced In Census files Because of the
small sample Size, household survey data on other problems were not tabulated at the regional
level

All Households with Problems

In absolute terms, the largest concentration of housing problems occurs In the Anzona
New MexIco region (39,300 households With one or more problems, 31,200 of which are owners)
The second largest IS In Oklahoma (25,200 households With problems, 13,700 of which are
owners) and the third IS In the PlainS region (11,900 households, 4,900 of which are owners).
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Table 61
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION--NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz· Calif- Pacrf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex. Nev NeWest Alaska

Renters
No housing problem 369 21 23 146 07 60 58 15 29 10
One or more problems

Afford only 178 11 12 83 05 31 13 04 14 04
Overcrowded + mIx 159 05 04 26 03 35 [9 04 08 1 5
Facll and other 31 01 03 06 00 03 a ~' 01 01 08
Subtotal 368 17 19 115 07 69 8e 09 23 27

Total 737 38 42 261 14 129 139 24 52 37

Owner
No housmg problem 937 33 96 469 21 75 128 32 55 28
One or more problems

Afford only 21 4 08 23 103 07 19 27 07 13 06
Overcrowded + mIx 328 05 12 28 05 24 201 06 1 1 36
Facil and other 128 01 03 06 00 06 84 02 01 25
Subtotal 671 15 38 137 13 49 312 15 25 66

Total 1607 48 134 606 34 124 441 47 80 94

Total
No housing problem 1306 54 118 615 28 135 187 47 84 38
One or more problems

Afford only 392 19 35 186 12 51 40 1 1 27, 10
Overcrowded + mIX 487 10 1 7 55 08 59 259 10 19 50
FacJl and other 160 02 06 11 01 09 93 02 02 33
Subtotal 1038 32 57 252 20 119 393 24 48 93

Total 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132

130

In percentage terms, a somewhat different picture of pnontles IS apparent Two regions
stand out as haVing by far the largest shares of all Tnbal Area households with hOUSing problems
Alaska. with a notable 71 percent, and Anzona-New MeXICO, with 68 percent The next highest
regions were the Plains (47 percent) and the South Central (42 percent). Overall shares with
problems were In the 30-40 percent range for all other regions except for Oklahoma, which was
lowest at 29 percent.



Housmg Problems and Needs of Amencan Indians and Alaska NatIVes

Table 6 2
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION-PCT OF HOUSEHOLDS

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz- Callf- Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex Nev No West Alaska

Renter
No housmg problem 50 1 551 539 56 a 471 464 422 631 553 274
One or more problems

Afford only 242 286 296 318 324 243 93 . 183 275 111
Overcrowded + mIx 215 139 100 10 a 192 268 423 164 160 39 a
Faclt and other 42 24 66 22 13 26 63 22 12 225
Subtotal 499 449 461 44 a 529. 536 579 369 447 726

Total loaD 1000 1000 100 a 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000

Owner
No housing problem 583 688 716 774 62 a 602 291 682 688 299
One or more problems

Afford only 133 176 169 17 a 208 155 62 152 162 62
Overcrowded + mIx 204 107 92 47 158 195 455 129 132 379
Facll and other 80 30 23 09 14 47 19 1 37 1 8 26 a
Subtotal 417 312 284 226 380 398 709 318 312 70 1

Total 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Total by Region
No housing problem 557 627 674 70 9 577 532 322 665 634 292
One or more problems

Afford only 167 225 199 214 241 200 70 162 207 '76
Overcrowded + mIx 208 121 94 63 168 232 448 141 143 382
Fac.1 and other 68 28 34 1 3 14 36 160 32 15 250
Subtotal 443 373 326 291 423 468 678 335 366 708

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Total Across Region
No housing problem 100 0 41 91 471 21 103 143 36 6-4 29
One or more problems

Afford only 1000 49 89 474 30 130 103 29 70 26
Overcrowded + mix 1000 21 34 112 17 121 533 20 39 103
Facll and other 1000 15 37 71 04 57 582 14 13 20 6
Subtotal 1000 31 55 242 20 114 378 23 46 90

Total 1000 37 75 370 21 108 247 30 56 56

Affordabllity Problems in Tribal Areas

131

As pOinted out In Chapter 5, affordabihty problems are not as frequent In Tnbal Areas as
they are for AlAN households elseWhere, but they are qUite high In some cases.33 The share

"The breakdowns on these tables are calculated so that subcategories add to totals, thus they do not exhibit all
of the overlaps that occur The first category--Affordablhty only--Is Just that The second--Overcrowdlng and mixed-
Includes all of the overcrowded households, but some of these also have affordablhty and faclhty problems The third-
FacIlity and other--Includes households In uMs lacking plumbing and/or kitchen facIlities, but some of these may also
have affordablhty problems
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of all Tribal Area households whose only problem IS affordability IS considerably higher for renters
(24 percent) than owners (13 percent) and this distorts the companson of the overall average with
Indians living In other metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environments since Tnbal Areas have
higher ownership rates than are found In other types of areas

Among renters, the highest shares with an affordabllity-only problem are found In the
Oklahoma and South Central regions (both at 32 percent). The lowest are much below those
levels 9 percent In Arizona-New MexIco and 11 percent In Alaska For owners, there is not qUite
as much variation The highest IS again the South Central (21 percent) followed by the North
Central, Oklahoma, Eastern, and PacIfic Northwest (all In the 16-18 percent range. The lowest
affordabllity problem shares for owners, however, are found In the same regions as for renters:
Arizona-New MexIco and Alaska (both at 6 percent)

Overcrowding and Facility Problems

Taking both these categories together, Incidence rates do not vary dramatically between
renters (26 percent) and owners (28 percent) for all Tribal Areas nationally. But there are major
regional variations Two regions dominate In this regard. Alaska (with 63 percent of all
households having these problems) and Arizona-New MexIco (61 percent) The next highest
(South Central) IS far below those levels at 27 percent. All the rest are In the 13-18 percent range
except Oklahoma, which IS again low at 8 percent.

There are compositional differences between the regions with the most senous problems
• In this regard In Arizona-New MexIco, by far the most frequent problem (affecting 45 percent of

all households) IS overcrowding In Alaska, 38 percent are overcrowded--the problems there are
explained more by a lack of basIc faCilities The next highest In terms of overcrowding IS the
South Central region (23 percent). Rates of overcrowding are comparatively qUite low elsewhere
(all In the 9-17 percent range, again except for Oklahoma which IS lowest at 6 percent)

Looking solely at the reSidual category (unrts that are not overcrowded but have faCility
deficiencies), problem levels are noteworthy only In Alaska (25 percent) and Arizona-New MexIco
(16 percent) They are qUite low In the Tribal Areas of all other regions.

Summary

To be sure, there are Important regional differences In the incidence of housing problems
In Tribal Areas. Probably most Important IS that physical problems (overcrowding and faCility
deficiencies) are considerably higher In two regions (Alaska and Arizona-New MexIco) than they
are elsewhere Though lower than In these two, overcrowding rates In the Tribal Areas of all
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are elsewhere Though lower than In these two, overcrowding rates In the Tribal Areas of all
other regions are stili serious (much above the national averages for non-Indians) but the
Incidence of facility deficiencies IS qUite low In most other regions.

The pattern with respect to affordability problems, however, appears to be almost the
reverse of that for phySical problems Oklahoma, for example, which has by far the lowest share
of ItS umts overcrowded or with facility deficiencies, has one of the highest shares with
affordabllity problems And the regions that have by far the lowest share of renters with
affordabllity problems are Alaska and Arizona-New MexIco

THE IMPACT OF HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE

HUD's Housing Production Programs

The Federal government began to provide substantial amounts of new housing
construction In Tribal Areas In the mld-1960s It has relied primarily on two programs

• The Rental Program--essentlally the national Public Housing program,
Implemented In Indian country with very little adaptatIOn HUD grants go to IHAs
who use them to acqUire the rights to land and bUild new units, or acquire and
rehabilitate eXisting ones, for rent by low-income families The IHAs then manage
the properties and receive additional HUD funds to cover the difference between
allowable operating costs and tenant payments toward rent (set not to exceed 30
percent of the tenant's Income)

• The Mutual Help Program--one of a very few Federal programs that have offered
home-ownership to low-income families As In the Low Rent program, IHAs
develop new housing With HUD grants, but purchasers are responsible for all
operating and maintenance costs The purchasing household must make an Imtlal
$1,500 contribution (but tnbes often meet thiS requirement on behalf of the
household by contributing the land), and make a monthly "homebuyer payment"
(set by the IHAs at between 15 and 30 percent of household Income, normally
much closer to the 15 percent end of thiS range)

By 1994, funding had been authOrized for almost 100,000 umts In these programs 75,400
umts had been completed and were In management and the rest were In various stages of the
development process (see Office of Indian Programs, 1993, and Office of Native Amencan
Programs, 1994, for more complete descriptions of these programs). These programs will be
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assessed in full In the Final Report of this study, but It IS Important to review their outputs here
because of their effect on the magnitude of housing needs In Tnbal Areas.

The Distribution of IHA Housing In 1990

Table 63 shows the calculation of the number of AlAN occupied Units provided by the
IHAs under these programs In Tnbal Areas In 1990 (at the time of the Census) Not all of the
Units In management In these programs are occupied (I e , some are vacant) and some that are
occupied are occupied by non-Indians. The calculations, In effect, subtract vacant and non-Indian
occupied units from the totals (data from HUD's MTCS and MIRS systems-osee Chapter 1)

ThiS contnbutlon IS Indeed Impressive There were a total of 60,700 AlAN occupied IHA
Units In Tnbal Areas In 1990 ThiS means that these programs were seNlng 26 percent of all
Tnbal Area AlAN households and 42 percent of all Low Income AlAN households In Tnbal Areas
(see household totals In Table 5.4--HUD assistance In provided only to Low Income households)
ThiS IS a substanlially higher rate of hOUSing assistance than HUD typically has been able to
provide to needy groups In 1989, HUD provided assistance to about 41 million renter
households nationally (1 4 million In public hOUSing projects, 1 7 million In other assisted proJects,
and 1.0 million through Section 8 tenant-based asslstance--Casey, 1992)--4 1 million IS only 22
percent of the total 18 9 million Low Income renters In the country at that time.

Table 63 also shows that there IS considerable vanatlon In the dlstnbutlon of HUD
assisted Indian hOUSing by region HUD's contnbutlon has been by far the highest In Tnbal Areas
of the PlainS, California-Nevada, and North Central regions where 78 percent, 73 percent, and
64 percent of all Low Income AlAN households are seNed, respectively At the other extreme,
HUD units seNe only 14 percent of all Low Income AlAN households In the Tnbal Areas of the
South Central region, 27 percent In the Eastern Region, 32 percent In Oklahoma, and 33 percent
In the Anzona-New MeXICO region

Housing Problems in Assisted vs. Unassisted Units

Reliable data on the Incidence of hOUSing problems In HUD-asslsted Units are not
available However, crude estimates can be made uSing the sample household sUNey data
prepared for thiS study (see last section of Chapter 5) The data were assembled In accord With
the framework of standards defined In Chapter 5 for those Units In the sample that were HUD
assisted The results were that 21 percent of such Units were Identified as haVing senous faCility
or condition defiCiencies If that was true (and IS applied to 1990 conditions) It would mean that
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Table 6 3
ESTIMATE OF AlAN OCCUPIED IHA HOUSING, 1990 AND 1994

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North· South· , Anz- Calif - Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central prams N Mex Nev No West Alaska

LOW RENT PROGRAM
UnitS 10 Mgmt 1994 26,225 3,389 1,241 2,778' 174 9,051 6,346 1,320 1,582 344
BUIlt 1990-94 1,769 191 100 0 0 489 641 202 105 41
Umts In Mgmt 1990 24,456 3,198 1,141 2,778 174 8,562 5,705 1,118 1,477 303
% OccupIed 950 950 800 700 950 910 930 960 910
% AlAN OccupIed 970 775 331 509 979 970 962 977 464
AlAN Gce Units 1990 20,097 2,947 840 736 62 7,963 5,036 1,000 1,385 128
AlAN Dcc Units 1994 21,664 3,123 914 736 62 8,418 5,602 1,181 1,484 145

MUTUAL HELP AND OTHER PROGRAMS
Umts In Mgmt 1994 47,847 1,355 2,071 14,666 387 7,114 11,258 3,257 2,787 4,952
BUilt 1990-94 4,910 179 221 920 20 518 1,615 486 430 521
Units 10 Mgmt 1990 42,937 1,176 1,850 13,746 367 6,596 9,643 2,771 2,357 4,431
0/0 Occupied 923 997 966 963 928 958 967 990 980
% AlAN OccupIed 994 994 978 930 985 993 992 984 964
AlAN Oce Unrts 1990 40,564 1,079 1,834 12,980 329 6,031 9,172 2,657 2,296 4,186
AlAN Dce Units 1994 45,221 1,244 2,053 13,849 347 6,504 10,708 3,123 2,715 4.678

TOTAL AlAN OCC IHA UNITS (000)
AlAN Dce Unrts 1990 607 40 27 137 04 140 142 37 37 43
AlAN Dcc Units 1994 669 44 30 146 04 149 163 43 42 48

AlAN HOUSEHOLDS, TRIBAL AREAS (000)
Total 1990 2344 86 176 866 49 254 579 71 132 131
Low Income 1990 1443 63 98 432 28 179 426 50 79 87
Total 1994 2648 95 214 1003 60 276 633 77 146 144

PERCENT SERVED BY IHA PROGRAMS
Total 1990 259 468 152 158 80 552 245 518 280 329
Low Income 1990 420 643 273 317 137 780 333 725 467 497
Total 1994 253 460 139 145 68 541 258 559 288 335
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about 12,800 HUD Units had such deficiencies, The total Units with such defiCiencies estimated
for Tnbal Areas, was 72,700 ThiS would Imply that 59,900 unassisted Units (or 35 percent of all
173,700 unassisted Units) had senous condition or facility defiCienCies

The same methods yields the estimate that about 14,600 of all HUD-asslsted umts (24
percent) were either overcrowded and/or had physical defiCienCies. By subtraction from the totals,
thiS would Imply that 79,200 unassisted Units (or 45 percent of the total unassisted stock) had
such problems, In comparison, there were about 84,200 Low Income households In Tribal Areas
that did not live 1:1 HUD-asslsted units. We know that sampling error Implies a fairly large range
of uncertainty around these estimates However, they do indicate at the very least, that a very
high proportion of all Low-Income households in Tnbal Areas that do not now receive HUD
assistance have very senous hOUSing problems
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These estimates are based on official Census housing stock counts. They change
markedly If adjustments are made to compensate for the undercount discussed In Chapter 1 The
estimates below were derived by the same methods as those above, but assuming the total
number of Tnbal Area housing units (and the numbers with various housing problems) are 122
percent larger than noted In the last two paragraphs 34

Total untts with severe condItion/facility problems
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Unassisted Units wIth severe conditton/facilIty problems
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Total Units, physical problems and/or overcrowded
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Unassisted Units, physical problems and/or overcrowded
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Comparisons with BIA Inventory Data

72,700
81,600

59,900
68,800

93,800
105,200

79,200
90,600

Until now, the only available estimates of housing problems In AlAN Areas have been
based on a Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Inventory, which a recent analysIs demonstrated to be
unreliable (HOUSing Assistance Council, 1992) The most recent estimate based on thiS source
(used by HUD--see Office of Native American Programs, 1994) stated that 16,700 non-assisted
Units In AlAN Areas needed replacement and another 53,300 needed renovation (total of 70,000
Units)

ThiS IS number IS cOincidentally similar to the range just estimated for units With severe
condition/facility problems (59,900 to 68,800) However, these two sets of numbers do not match.
BIA data do not cover the full range of Census Identified Tribal Areas and appear to
underestimate the number of AlAN households In the Areas they do cover, the BIA based
estimate of total AlAN households In Tribal Areas I!"! 1993 was only 183,900 whereas the full
count In the 1990 Census was 234,400 It seems likely that BIA based estimates overstate the

"'As to the questron of sampling error around these numbers, the reader should consult the footnote related to
estrmates of total housing problems In Tnbal Areas presented rn Chapter 5



Housmg Problems and Needs of Amencan IndIans and Alaska NatIVes 137

extent of physical housing problems In some areas but understate (or Ignore them altogether In
others). This adds further support for the conclusion that BIA Inventory data are not an adequate
base for allocating housing assistance funds.

DIVERSITY IN HOUSING PROBLEMS ACROSS TRIBAL AREAS

Analysis

As was noted In Chapter 3, regional variations tell us something about Tribal Area
diversity, but they by no means explain It all To provide a better understanding. the same type
of regression approach has been used to test the relationship between the key variables Identified
In Chapter 3 and the extent of Tribal Area hooslng problems.,

The eVidence above suggest that the share of all units with one or more problems IS not
likely to be a meaningful aggregate for these purposes, since It IS made up of two very different
types of conditions that seem to behave In opposing directIOns: where the incidence of
overcrowding and physical deficiencies IS high, the share with pure affordabllity problems seems
to be low, and vice versa

Accordingly, two separate analyses have been run In the first, the dependent variable
was the share of all units overcrowded and/or with physical deficiencies, and In the second, the
dependent variable was the share of all households whose only hOUSing problem IS affordabllity

Both analyses use the same Independent variables The first two are those that proved
to be highly significant In the analyses In Chapter 3 (1) the log of the distance between the Tribal
Area and the nearest large urban area, and (2) the ratio of total population to AlAN population
Others Included were: (3) PPSE employment per 1,000 populations, and (4) the population size
of the Tribal Area

The first regression explained 37 percent of the variance In the share overcrowded and/or
with facility defiCiencies Both the PPSE and the distance variables were Significant at the 99
percent level, and the population size variable at the 95 percent level. The ratio of total to AlAN
population was less so (level of a2615) All signs were as expected The share with these
physical problems tends to mcrease the greater the distance from a large urban center and the
smaller the ratio of total to AlAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
population of the area
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The second regression was not as strong (explaining 17 percent of the vanation In the
affordablhty share), but all Independent vanables were significant at the 99 percent level, except
for population size (0 154) And the signs were the reverse of those found In the analysis above.
Affordablhty problems tend to decrease the greater the distance from a large urban center and
the smaller the ralio of total to AlAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
populalion of the area

Full speclflcalions and results of these regressions are provided In Annexes 6A and 68
at the end of thiS chapter

The Typology and Housing Problems and Needs

Again, to Illustrate the contrasts between different types of Tnbal Area enVIronments, thiS'
section returns to the typology developed In Chapter 3--thls time to examine differences In
housing problems and needs In the vanous groups It defines. Table 6.4 shows the distnbutlon
of housing units by group and type of housing problem Table 6 5 expresses the relalionshlps
In percentage terms, and Will be referred to more frequently. Results are as anticipated, given
the regression analysIs above

Total overcrowding and/or facility problems were highest In the Navajo reservalion (78
percent) and Alaska (71 percent), stili high In other areas that were not Large, Open, or Near
Urban (47 percent), and much lower In all other types of areas.

Affordability problems were highest In all groups In the Near Urban category and the
Large Open Tnbal Areas that were more remote (averaging around 20 percent), and lowest In
Navajo (5 percent), Alaska (8 percent), and others In the remote category (15 percent).

All housing problems The pattern for the totals of these two categones resembles that
for the incidence of overcrowding and/or facilities, but the vanatlons are not as extreme.

Housing problems for Very Low-Income Groups. VLI shares tend to be higher In the
more remote Tnbal Areas as does the total Incidence of housing problems. It is not surprising
then that these areas rank highest when both indicators are combined. On the NaJavo
reservalion, over half (52 percent) of all households are VLI households with housing problems.
The comparable share IS 43 percent In Alaska, and 33 percent for others that are remote but not
Large and Open The comparable share IS only 4 percent In Areas that are Near Urban, Large,
and Open.
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Table 6 4
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AlAN AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (No of households, 000)

HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS

All Households Low-Income Households Very Low-Inc Households

Total C Fand Afford C F and Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total OC only Total OC only Total OC only

NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl

Oklahoma 560 160 40 12 a 131 26 104 99 18 81
Other 67 27 1 a 1 7 23 08 15 1 7 05 12

Subtotal 627 186 50 136 153 34 119 116 23 93
Lower Pnv Empl 117 42 17 25 34 12 22 28 09 20
Total 744 228 67 161 188 46 141 144 32 112

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 116 38 14 24 30 08 22 24 05 19
Lower Pnv Empl 165 71 48 23 60 38 23 48 27 22
Total 281 109 62 47 91 46 45 72 31 41

Total 1025 337 129 208 278 92 186 216 63 153

REMOTE

Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl 288 90 25 65 76 1 8 59 59 12 47
Lower Pov Empl 117 43 1 9 24 38 1 6 23 32 11 21
Total 405 133 45 88 115 33 81 91 23 68

Navajo 359 279 262 17 227 211 1 6 186 171 15

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 27 09 06 03 08 04 03 06 03 03
Lower Pnv Empl 392 186 121 65 159 96 63 132 74 58
Total 419 196 128 68 167 100 66 138 77 61

Total 1183 608 435 173 509 345 164 414 271 143

ALASKA 132 93 83 1 a 70 62 a. 67 4. 08

TOTAL 2340 1038 647 392 857 498 359 687 383 304

VARIATIONS IN THE HOUSING PROBLEMS OF URBAN INDIANS

Introduction

139

As in Chapter 4, this diScussion of hOUSing needs and conditions of urban Indians relies
on analysIs of Census data for the 15 MSAs and other sources. Responses from Interviews with
Indian Community Center directors, discussions with local and national PHA officials, and
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Table 6 5
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AlAN AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (Pet. of households)

HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS

All Households Low-Income Households Very Low-Inc Households

Total CFand Afford CFand Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total 00 only Total 00 only Total 00 only

NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl
Oklahoma 1000 285 71 214 233 47 186 176 32 144
Other 1000 397 150 246 339 115 225 253 76 177

Subtotal 1000 297 80 218 245 54 190 184 37 148
Lower Pnv Empl 1000 357 145 212 292 103 189 240 73 167
Total 1000 307 90 217 252 62 190 193 42 15 1

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 325 120 206 261 70 191 204 40 164
Lower Pov Empl 1000 430 290 140 366 227 138 293 162 131
Total 1000 387 220 167 322 162 160 257 11 2 145

Total 1000 329 126 203 271 90 182 21 1 61 149

REMOTE

Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 312 87 224 264 61 203 205 42 163
Lower Pov Empl 100 0 369 167 202 328 136 193 273 97 176
Total 100 0 328 110 218 283 82 200 225 58 167

Navajo 1000 778 730 48 633 588 45 517 475 42

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 348 234 114 278 164 114 220 11 6 104
Lower Pnv Empl 1000 476 310 166 407 245 162 336 188 148
TotaJ 1000 467 305 162 398 240 159 329 183 145

Total 1000 514 367 147 430 292 138 350 229 12 1

ALASKA 1000 707 631 76 532 467 66 430 369 61

TOTAL 1000 444 276 167 366 213 153 294 163 130
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information from case studies are presented here to amplify and Illustrate the statistical
Informa!lon on housing needs and condl!lons.
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Housing Problems: Overview
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The overall housing problems of the AlAN population In metropolitan areas was
charactenzed In Chapter 5. Here they can be examined In more detail, pOinting out contrasts
between central Cities and suburbs and between individual metropolitan areas.

A summary of Important Census measures for the 15 selected MSAs IS presented In Table
6 6. Affordabillty stands out as the dominant problem In both central cities and suburbs where
37 percent and 39 percent of all AlAN households are affected, respectively. The AlAN central
City rate IS only 30 percent above that for central city non-Indians, In the suburbs, the AlAN share
With affordabllity problems IS almost twice that for non-Indians. In our Interviews With community
center directors, most stated that affordabillty was a major problem for half or more of the Indian
households they served.

While not as prevalent as In Tnbal Areas, overcrowding IS still a qUite frequent problem
for Indian households liVing In urban areas, particularly In central Cities where the overcrowding
rate for them IS 13 percent (3 3 times the rate for non-Indians) The AlAN overcrowdmg rate In
the suburbs IS somewhat lower (10 percent) but thiS level IS five times the average for suburban
non-Indians) In our Interviews, 18 percent of directors said that overcrowding was a major
problem for Indian families In their community Census data indicate that In a few MSAs,
including PhoeniX and Tucson, over 25 percent of Indian families are overcrowded

As explained In Chapter 5, full data on hOUSing quality In urban areas are not available,
but the age of hOUSing may serve as a rough proxy. Census data indicate that hOUSing for Indian
homeowners In urban areas IS likely to be newer than that of non-Indian owners, espeCially In the
suburbs (only 16 percent AlAN owners In the suburbs live In Units bUilt In 1949 or earlier,
compared to 21 percent for non-Indian owners) But the hOUSing occupied by AlAN renters IS
older than that of non-Indian renters In all areas Pre-1949 hOUSing accounts for 42 percent of
the Units of AlAN central City renters, only slightly above the share for non-Indian renters (38
percent) In the suburbs, however, the contrast IS dramatic 53 percent of all AlAN renters are
In pre-1949 units, almost four times the share for suburban non-Indians

The views of the directors of urban Indian community centers on hOUSing quality are
mixed Where they stated that Indians live In Identifiable neighborhoods, the quality of the
hOUSing In those neighborhoods was charactenzed as ranging anyWhere from "okay" to "ternble "
In many of these areas, homes are perceived as severely substandard, In need of major repair,
and homes that "no one else wants" In other of these areas, the hOUSing stock IS mIXed In
Chicago, for example, some hOUSing IS substandard, but some has been rehabbed and IS
adequate. In Denver, hOUSing In areas of high Indian concentration consists both of the older,
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Table 6 6
URBAN INDIANS HOUSING PROBLEMS

Percent Percent Ratio AlAN!
IndIcator AlAN Non-AlAN non-AlAN

Affordabllity Problem
Central CitIes 37 29 13
Suburbs 39 21 19

Overcrowding
Central Cities 13 4 33
Suburbs 10 2 50

UnIt BtlJlt 1949 or earlter, Renters
Central Cities 42 38 11
Suburbs 53 14 38
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substandard homes of families who have lived In the area a long time, and of the newer homes
of younger Indian professionals who are Just moving Into the area.

There was general agreement, however, that the typically large size of AlAN families made
It much more dlflicult for them to find adequate housing A major complaint about the rental stock
In many areas IS the high cost and/or unavailability of Units with a larger number of bedrooms
Urban Indians are often afraid to complain about substandard conditions frequently assOCiated
with older housing because they fear they will not find adequate housing to accommodate all of
their family members

Community center directors also named a number of other barriers to decent and
affordable housing for urban Indians These barriers Included unemployment and subsequent
low-incomes; poor credit and rental histories, lack of educalion about urban housing, both
federally-aSSisted and private market; and few financial Instltulions willing to work with the Indian
community.

Housing Problems: Diversity

Table 6 7 shows the percentages of all AlAN households that have housing problems In
each of the 15 MSAs Two Census categones are considered (defined somewhat differently than
on Table 66): the share that have an affordabllity problem only, and the share that have an
overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facility problem

--- - -------
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Table 6 7
PERCENT OF AlAN HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS-1S MSA.

Tatal one or more prob Affordabll prob only Overcrowd & facll prob

Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub-
Metro Crty urbs Metro Crty urbs Metro Crty urbs

Albuquerque 431 440 403 242 282 126 189 158 277
Chicago 396 449 341 269 285 253 127 164 88
Dallas 368 461 322 274 321 251 94 140 71
Denver 397 486 338 331 396 288 66 90 50
Detroit 334 496 300 272 389 247 62 107 53

Los Angeles 477 490 469 320 305 327 157 185 142
Mmneapohs 437 554 340 342 428 271 95 126 69
New York 493 499 437 296 291 345 197 208 92
Oakland 417 510 401 337 338 337 80 172 64
Oklahoma City 308 330 292 236 249 226 72 81 66

Phoemx 51 1 505 516 236 253 220 275 252 296
Sacremento 435 491 417 335 352 330 100 139 87
Seattle 373 420 353 288 330 270 85 90 83
Tuscan 513 492 527 205 296 145 308 196 382
Tulsa 274 299 258 220 241 206 54 58 52

Total 398 441 367 274 296 259 124 145 108

AVERAGES
Group 1 414 484 378 295 322 293 120 163 85
Group 2 338 356 318 233 257 186 105 99 132
Group 3 487 517 461 261 326 212 226 191 249

Group 1 '" Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, los Angeles, New York, and Oakland

Group 2 '" Albuquerque Oklahoma Cny, and Tulsa
Group 3 = Minneapolis, Phoenix, and Tucson

There IS less diversity among these MSAs In these conditions that was found among Tnbal
Areas The share With an affordabllity problem only averaged 27 percent (averages of 30 percent
In the central CitieS and 26 percent In the suburbs) Shares across the MSAs ranged from 22
percent (Tulsa) to 34 percent (Minneapolis and Sacramento)

Consistent With the findings of the national overview presented In Chapter 5,
overcrowding/facilities problems for AlAN households are less frequent In these metropolitan
areas than are affordabllity problems Overall, 12 percent had an overcrowding and/or facility
problem as defined (averages of 15 percent In the central Cities and 11 percent In the suburbs)
Here, more variation IS eVidenced The rates ranged from only 5 percent In Tulsa to 31 percent
In Tucson.
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The groupings of MSAs Identified In Chapter 4 as exhibiting qUite different conditions for
Indians based on social and economic problem indicators also exhibit strong contrasts in the
frequency of AlAN housing problems Group 2 MSAs (smaller MSAs near to a sizeable number
of tnbal areas) was one of two In which Indians fared better economically, and this appears to be
reflected In their housing circumstances as well. They had by far the lowest averages with
affordabllity-only problems (23 percent) and overcrowding/facility problems (11 percent).

The other group In which the AlAN population had fewer social and economic problems
Included the largest MSAs, farthest from Tnbal Areas (Group 1) They also exhibit a qUite low
average for overcrowding/facilities problems (12 percent), althou)h they have a much higher
share In the affordabllity-only category (30 percent) The latter finding IS not surprising in that,
as discussed In Chapter 3, America's largest urban agglomerations tend to have by far the
nation's highest rent levels

In Group 3 MSAs (mid-sized, near to only a few Tribal Areas), where Indians fared worst
In economic terms, AlAN overcrowding/facility problem rates area also highest by far (averaging
22 percent). At 26 percent, their AlAN affordabllity-only average IS substantially above that for
Group 2 .

Homelessness

As With Indians who live In tnbal areas, homelessness IS also a problem among urban
Indians The survey of homelessness that has generally been considered the most reliable
indicates that 2 3 percent of the homeless individuals In the U.S. are Indlans--three times their
share In the general population 35 Of the community directors we surveyed, 86 percent reported
that homelessness IS a significant problem for the Indian community they serve. However, unlike
homelessness In Indian country, which is prlmanly manifested In overcrowding, homelessness In
urban areas many times means Individuals and families liVing In temporary shelters or on the
street

Federal Housing Assistance Provided to Urban Indians

Of all community center directors interviewed, 82 percent said that Indians In their service
area lived predominantly In private, rather than public, hOUSing. Most do not feel that thiS pattern
IS due to a lack of education about the availability of federal hOUSing opportunities' 85 percent
said that Indians In their community were generally aware of publicly-aSSisted hOUSing programs.
Most said they believe that federal programs are not meeling the needs of American Indians and
that local Public HOUSing Authorities are not responsive to the needs of the Indian community.

35ThIS survey, conducted by the Urban Institute, IS described In Burt (1992)
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While no group IS adequately served by Federal housing programs, Indians seem to be
represented at a far lower rate than non-Indians Table 6.8 indicates while significant shares of
AlAN households In all 15 MSAs have Very Low Incomes, only a tinY fraction are served by public
hOUSing The highest service ratio IS In the Oklahoma City MSA, where 27 percent of all AlAN
households are in the VLI group, but still only 14 percent of those households live In public
hOUSing units

The worst performances In thiS regard are by the largest hOUSing authontles HUD MTCS
system records show that three of them (Chicago, Dallas, and DetrOit) have no Amencan Indian
or Alaska Native tenants whatsoever, and for two others (Los Angeles and New York) AlAN
households account for only 0.1 percent of all tenants--as shown on Table 6 9. In no case do
Indians account for more than 3.8 percent of all pUblic hOUSing tenants

Data In Table 6 9 suggests that Indians that are served by public hOUSing tend to be those
most In need In almost all cases, the shares of all AlAN households In public hOUSing that are
female headed, below the poverty line, and without assets, are substantially above the
comparable shares for non-Indian tenants.

According to several interview respondents, the underrepresentatlon of Indians In public
hOUSing may be at least partially self-Imposed For example, many Indians, as well as other
ethnic groups, may prefer not to live In public hOUSing because their Units usually cannot
accommodate extended families Also, some interview respondents stated that Indians are
generally reluctant to do bUSiness With the federal government and prefer to seek help from family
members or the Indian community

Respondents suggested several reasons why federal hOUSing programs do not work, both
for the general population and, speCIfically, for urban Indians First, waiting lists are often so long
that people are discouraged from even applying Even when the wailing list IS not so long, there
IS the belief that there IS "too much red tape" associated With government hOUSing For example,
some interview respondents said that inspection and occupancy rules are too stnct and credit and
rental history venflcalions do not accommodate the expenence of people coming from Tnbal
Areas.

Interview respondents were asked how the federal government could Improve ItS delivery
of hOUSing programs to urban Indians. Several suggested that more aSSisted hOUSing be bUilt,
espeCially larger Units With three or more bedrooms. However, With the move away from public
housing towards Increased use of certificates and vouchers, other approaches might be used to
achieve the same ends. For example, Indian community centers could proVide hOUSing mobility
programs to assist partiCipants In finding apartments In neighborhoods which may have more
adequate and deSirable hOUSing It was also suggested that non-profits (like Indian community
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Table G8
AlAN HOUSEHOLDS SERVED BY PUBLIC HOUSING-15 MSAs

Pct of Eligible Pet Very Low Income
Pet AlAN Households AlAN Households AlAN Households

MSA Very Low Income In Public Housmg rn Public Housmg

Albuquerque 36 35 97
Chicago 27 00 01
Dallas 26 00 00
Denver 35 1 2 34
DetroIt 29 00 00

Los AngeJes 26 01 04
Minneapolis 44 27 62
New York 38 01 03
Oakland 23 03 1 2
Oklahoma City 27 38 140

Phoemx 39 33 85
Sacramento 27 1 1 40
Seattle 30 24 78
Tucson 50 29 58
Tulsa 26 1 4 55
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centers) could act as liaisons between PHAs and the Indian community to disseminate Infonmatlon
about assisted-housing opportUnities, process applications, conduct onentation seSSIOns, and
assist In finding and maintaining assisted housing.

Second, It was suggested that more flexibility IS needed on certain rules, such as
occupancy standards and credit and rental history venflcatlon Occupancy rules could be more
fleXible to accommodate larger families. It was noted that rules such as "one person per
bedroom" were CUlturally biased, not taking Into account the traditional living situation of many
Indian families To expedite housing references, It was suggested that notanzed statements from
IHAs or tnbal housing staff be accepted as rental history venflcatlon when no conventional
documentation IS available In addition, stncter enforcement of other rules was also seen as
necessary, such as addreSSing fair housing laws and enforCing local bUilding codes

On the homeownershlp Side, several respondents suggested that a federal
homeownershlp program, like Mutual Help, would be benefiCial and should be available to urban
Indians. Indian community centers could work directly With IHAs, or IHA-like entities could be
created In urban commUnities
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Table 6 9
AlAN ANO NON·AIAN PUBLIC HOUSING TENANTS··15 MSAs

Percent of Tenants In Each Group

Pet afTatal
Pub Hsg Tenants Female-Headed Below Poveny No Assets

PHA AlAN Non-AlAN AlAN Non-AlAN AlAN Non-AlAN AlAN Non-AlAN

Albuquerque 35 965 862 794 793 791 1000 930
Chicago 00 1000 NA 788 NA 1000 NA 1000

Dallas 00 1000 NA 869 NA 851 NA 1000
Denver 12 988 826 667 826 747 957 926
Detroit 00 100 0 NA 751 NA 735 NA 989

Los Angeles 01 999 600 681 400 695 900 886
Mmneapolls 27 973 556 549 711 529 959 639
New York 01 999 743 726 386 421 14 19
Oakland 03 997 889 736 667 524 1000 998
Oklahoma Crt 38 962 579 702 875 757 1000 985

Phoemx 33 967 841 748 875 824 886 827
Sacramento 1 1 989 579 317 263 168 632 752
Seattle 24 976 669 463 712 638 926 739
Tulsa 14 986 725 296 950 461 1000 974
Tucson 29 971 850 775 900 784 750 596
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In making recommendations on how the federal government could be more responsive
to the needs of urban Indians, respondents suggested that HUD work more closely with Indlan
serving agencies, provide education to non-profits on how programs work, and let these
organizations know about openings, both In hOUSing and employment. They also suggested that
Indians be more Involved In the planning or policy and deCISion making process of the Public
HOUSing Authonty, for example, by being asked to serve on PHA boards

Case study interviews provide anecdotal Information aboutthe experience of urban Indians
with federal hOUSing programs In the San FranCISco Bay area, for example, we were told that
the relationship between local HUD staff and some sectors of the Native Amencan population IS
strained In San FranCISco, the problem stems pnmanly from recent takeovers of HUD properties
by the Native Amencan homeless community Informants related a bnef history of their
expenence with HUD and the company that manages the Geneva Towers public hOUSing facIlity
(now called Red Balloon II by Native Amencan activistS) In the Vlsltaclon Valley area In the
southern part of the City

In 1989, about 70 families were removed from the City Center Hotel Shelter In San
FranCISco and relocated to Geneva Towers In the two years that a certain
company had been managing the place, over 200 families and individuals have
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been 'displaced and eVicted.' Of those 70 families relocated to Geneva Towers
In 1989, only 5 remain today. Many of the eVlclions were Illegal and the
Department of Social Services colluded with HUD and the management company
In these wrongdoings
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In addllion to the belief that the government has not been dealing fairly with the Native
American community, the Informants also believe that Increased security at Geneva Towers, such
as lock-down fences and surveillance cameras, were not Installed to protect tenants, but to harass
them They stated that eVictions and harassment by police were targeted to those tenants who
"were Involved with any polilical organizing to change their sltualion at Red Balloon II." Such
organizing activIties Included Geneva Towers Tenants Assoclalion meelings, candlelight Vigils,
and displays of protest banners out of windows The Informant group further alleged that the
management company does not hire mlnonlies. The racial compOSition of the bUilding, according
to Informants, IS 85 percent Black, and the rest Samoan, East Indian, ASian, Hispanic, White, and
Amencan Indian Data from the San FranCISco Public HOUSing Authonty indicate that of the total
6,776 households In public hOUSing as of July, 1993,13 were Amencan Indian or Alaska Native.

In Oakland, 9 of the 3,317 households In public hOUSing are Amencan Indian or Alaska
Nalive. Several Informants noted that the elderly are aclively recrUited by public hOUSing
authontles for subsidized hOUSing When Units become available, for example, elderly reSidents
are often asked to refer their elderly friends, and vacancies are generally not advertised to the
public The Indian community here suggests that there IS a great need for "clean and sober"
public hOUSing apartments for recovenng alcohol and drug users, In addition to "drug free zones"
around public hOUSing complexes And while Seclion 8 seems to be preferred by Indian families
In Oakland, It IS often difficult to work with because "many Indians have no steady Jobs and are
highly mobile." Informants noted that If Indian families have problems with their landlord, they
would rather Just leave than work them out, thus creating poor hOUSing references for the future

Housing Choice and Homeownership

Urban Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives are not unlike the general population In terms
of hOUSing preferences Most would like to be homeowners and live In a single-family detached
home Two-thirds of the Indian community center directors that we interviewed indicated that
Indians In their community would typically rather live In a single-family home than any other type
of dwelling (e.g., townhouse, apartment, mobile home) And three-fourths said that Indians In
their community typically prefer to own rather than rent.

Homeownershlp for many urban Indian families IS not an ImpOSSible dream Census data
indicate that homeownershlp rates for Indian households In our 15 MSAs are substanlial
Nonetheless, they are lowerthan those for non-Indian households on average (51 percent vs. 56
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percent), although Indian households have higher homeownershlp rates than both blacks and
Hispanics In addition, a large share of Indian renter households in our 15 MSAs are above 95
percent of area median Income, which should make them candidates for homeownershlp (Table
610) In Chicago, for example, 75 percent of the Indian renter households In the suburbs have
Incomes above 95 percent of area median, a percentage higher than that for the non-Indian
population

Interview information from surveys and case studies indicate that, although they have the
financial means to buy a home, many Indian families stili face bamers to homeownershlp. Many
are wary of or have little expenence With traditional hOUSing finanCing systems Like other
disadvantaged groups, they may not have adequate savings for downpayment, or other up front
costs, or may not have an established or spotless credit history Others lack information
regarding the responsibilities of homeownershlp. Stili others are reluctant to approach traditional
financial Institutions, such as banks and mortgage companies

Intereslingly, In three cltles--Chlcago, San FranCISco, and Omaha--communlty directors
noted a preference by their service population for renting rather than owning. In part, thiS
preference IS due to home pnces, espeCially In high hOUSing cost areas such as San FranCISco,
but thiS may also anse because, for many urban Indians, oWning a home IS a relatively new
concept The Indian community, however, recognizes the potential and deSire for
homeownershlp One-third of the community centers we surveyed already proVide some kind of
hOUSing aSSistance, several of which focus on homeownershlp opportUnity.

Addressing the Housing Needs of Indians in Urban Areas

The hOUSing needs of Indians liVing In urban areas seem to focus on three major Issues:

• The need for better service provIsion through federally-assisted housing programs;
• The need for decent and affordable rental Units that would accommodate extended

families; and . ,
• The need for homeownershlp opportunities

Access to Federal Programs could be Improved through better outreach and education
provided by Indian community centers. Our survey data Indicate that Indians are often reluctant
to ask for assistance from government agencies. Indian community centers could act as liaisons
between PHAs and the Indian community to disseminate information about aSSisted-housing
opportUnities, process applications, conduct onentatlon sessions, and assist In lindlng and
maintaining aSSisted hOUSing In addition, certain regulations, such as occupancy rules, could be
made more fleXible to accommodate the expenence of families coming from Indian country.
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Table610
PERCENT OF AlAN AND NON-INDIAN RENTERS, INCOME ABOVE 95 PERCENT OF MEDIAN

AlAN Non-Indian

Total Cent Sub- Total Cent Sub-
Metro City urb Metro Cily urb

Albuquerque 51 67 32 60 63 47
Chicago 66 51 75 64 52 70
Dallas 64 47 68 66 59 70
Denver 58 44 64 65 55 68
DetrOIt 58 30 63 61 40 65

Los Angeles 66 68 65 65 66 65
Mmneapolis 58 42 64 64 54 66
New York 63 62 63 69 66 67
Oakland 69 60 71 71 59 73
Oklahoma City 56 58 55 63 63 64

Phoemx 48 58 42 63 62 64
Sacramento 66 63 67 66 61 68
Seattle 57 53 59 66 62 68
Tucson 30 61 20 62 56 68
Tulsa 55 62 61 62 64 60
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Access to decent and affordable larger rental units could be Improved through more
flexible Indian block grants Census and survey data suggest that many Indians prefer to live in
extended family sltualJons, but that they are unable to find affordable and decent hOUSing Units
to accommodate them Block grant funds (under the Community Development Block Grant or
HOME programs) could be extended to urban Indian CDCs to develop and manage hOUSing Units
sUitable for the Indian community These funds could be channeled through state or local
governments to established Indian hOUSing organizatIOns or could be used to Improve the
capacity of eXlsling Indian organizations to develop hOUSing expertise.

Access to homeownership opportunities could be improved with homebuying assistance
to eligible Indian households. Our interviews suggest that many Indian households are not
participating in homebuylng opportunilies, despite the fact that they are financially able. Some,
like other minontles, do not have adequate savings for a downpayment or acceptable credit
history. Others lack information regarding the responsibilities of homeownership. Still others are
reluctant to approach tradllJonal financial instltulJons, such as banks and mortgage companies.

Homebuylng assistance could be provided through Indian community centers and could
Include government or pnvately-funded grants or lOW-interest loans for down payments and
closing costs. In addition, community centers could also provide homebuying counseling to assist
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potential homeowners through the homebuylng process. However, It would seem extremely
Important that traditional pnvate financial institutions playa key role In providing homeownershlp
opportUnities for Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives, as they do for other Amencans, In order
to prevent the further nghettoizlngn of the housing experience of urban Indians.
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Annex 6A
Multiple Regression AnalysIs 1
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Dependent Vanables

Independent Vanables.

Variation

R-Square
Standard Error

. Analysis of Variance

OPROS

SHARE

PPSE

PSIZE

LNDIS50

3670
2831

Other Than Affordabllity Problem For AlAN
Households, (Overcrowding/Facility MIX), AlAN Area

Ratio Of Total Tnbal Area Population To AlAN
Population
Pnvate For-Prof,t and Se~-Employed Persons
Per 1,000 Persons
If AlAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,
PSIZE =1, a Otherwise
Natural Log Of Distance From AlAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Degrees of Freedom 4
Mean Dep Vanable 40 00
F Value 7275
Probabllrty > F 0001

Vanable: Parameter Est: Std. Error. T for HO: Prob.> ITI:

INTERCEPT -173 624 -0 27 7819
SHARE -0.08 007 -112 2615
PPSE -1 08 001 -670 0001
PSIZE -578 267 -216 0312
LNDIS50 11 76 1 09 1070 0001
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Annex 68
Multiple Regression Analysis
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Dependent Variables

Independent Variables

Variation

R-Square
Standard Error

Analysis of Variance

AFFORD

SHARE
PPSE

PSIZE

LNDIS50

1763
1234

Affordablhty Problem For AlAN Households, AlAN Area

Ratio Of Total Tnbal Area Population To AlAN Population
Pnvate For-Profit and Se~-Employed Persons Per 1,000
Persons
If AlAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,
PSIZE = 1, 0 Otherwise
Natural Log Of Distance From AlAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Degrees of Freedom 4
Mean Dep Vanable 1238
F Value 2686
Probability> F. 0001

Vanable: Parameter Est.: Std. Error: T for HO: Prob.> ITI:

INTERCEPT 1765 272 648 0001
SHARE 011 003 351 0005
PPSE 0.02 0.00 500 0001
PSIZE 1 66 1 16 1 42 1539
LNDIS50 -211 047 -440 0001



Chapter 7

FUTURE PROSPECTS AND
POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This chapter does two thmgs First, It considers the future prospects for the housmg
problems of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives dunng the rest of thiS decade If current trends
continue. ThiS reqUires some speculation about the magmtude of growth In the number of AlAN
households as well as their housing problems Second, the chapter considers the Implications
of these future expectations, as well as the fnidmgs of the earlier chapters In this report, for
national housing policy

FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR AlAN HOUSING
IN LIGHT OF RECENT TRENDS

AlAN Household Formation in the 1990s

One area that must be understood to gain some sense of future potentials IS how rapidly
AlAN households are likely to grow In different parts of thiS country, Ie, where are the pressures
for new housing likely to be greatest and by how much? The resources available for thiS study
did not support a senous "forecast" of these changes and, given the complexity and uncertainties
associated with the determinants of population growth by location as reviewed m Chapter 2, It
would have been a difficult task to develop truly reliable estimates even If they had

For Illustrative purposes, however, It should be helpful to construct a rough approximation.
ThiS can be done uSing three simple assumptions:
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1 That the natIonal AlAN population will grow at a rate of 1.8 percentperyear. Over
the 1980s, the AlAN population grew at a rate of 2 9 percent (2 2 due to natural Increase and the
rest due to the Increase In self-Identification as discussed In Chapter 2) The absolute Increase
due to self-identification was 56 percent of the Increase due to natural Increase. Dunng the
1990s, the Bureau of the Census (1993) estimates that the AlAN natural Increase rate Will be
much lower (1 4 percent), but makes no estimate of any addllional growth due to self
Identification We assume that the self-Identification component Will be lower too (about on third
of the absolute growth due to natural Increase). With this assumption. the aggregate AlAN growth
rate works out to 1.8 percent per annum

2 That eaqh geographIc area will capture the same share of the net natIonal AlAN
population increase m the 1990s that It dId m the 1980s In other words, If an area's population
grew (or declined) by an amount equal to two percent of the net national Increase In the 1980s,
It Will grow (or decline) by two percent of the net national Increase In the 1990s

3. That the rate of declme m the ratIO of total AlAN populatIon to AlAN households
observed m the 1980s, WIll contmue m the 1990s Base data for these calculations are given In
Table 3.3. The decline In the ratio for Tnbal Areas In the 1980s was applied to Tnbal Areas In
the 1990s The decline obseNed for all Indians liVing elsewhere In the 1980s was applied to the
ratios for all other areas In the 1990s

The estimates resulting from these assumptions are presented In Table 7.1 They show
the national AlAN population growing from 2 0 million In 1990 to 2.15 million In 1994 and to 2 4
million at the end of the century By that time, there would be only modest shifts In the spatial
dlstnbutlon The Tnbal Area share would have Increased from 60 percent to 63 percent, and the
Surrounding County share, from 37 percent to 38 percent The shares In the rest of the US
would have declined (from 31 percent to 30 percent for other Metropolitan Areas and from 10
percent to 8 percent for other Nonmetropolitan Areas)

The total AlAN population would Increase by an average of 38,000 per year, considerably
below the 48,000 annual growth expenenced over the 1980s. All areas that were growing In the
1980s, would have to accommodate smaller absolute Increments In the 1980s than they did over
the preceding decade

Tnbal Areas, however, would exhibit a more substantial growth In total households (both
because they continue to receive a large share of all national AlAN population growth and
because their average household size IS declining more rapidly) Tnbal Areas In total would have
to accommodate about 10,000 new households per year over the decade, compared to 5,400 In
the Surrounding Counties and 4,800 In other Metropolitan Areas Other Nonmetropolitan Areas
would conlinue to suffer a decline In households (by about 400 per year)
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Table 7 1
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES-AlAN POPULATION GROWTH THROUGH 2000

AlAN COUNTIES RESTOFUS

Total Tnbal Surr Non-
US Total Areas Co Total • Metro Metro

• POPULATION (000)
1980 (Apr) 1,5284 8262 5312 2950 7021 5005 2016
1990 (Apr) 2,0095 1,201 3 7398 4615 8082 6176 1906
1994 (Jan) 2,1500. 1,3108 8006 5102 8392 6518 1874
2000 (Apr) 2,4000 1,5057 9090 5967 8943 7126 181 7

PERCENT OF U S POP
1980 (Apr) 1000 541 348 193 459 327 132
1990 (Apr) 1000 598 368 230 402 307 95
1994 (Jan) 1000 610 372 237 390 303 87
2000 (Apr) 1000 627 379 249 373 297 76

POP GROWTH PER YEAR (000)
1980-1990 481 375 209 167 106 117 -1 1
1990-1994 375 292 162 130 83 91 -09
1994-2000 385 300 167 133 85 94 -09

PERCENT OF U S NET INCREASE
1980-1990 1000 780 434 346 221 243 -23
1990-1994 1000 779 433 347 221 243 -23
1994-2000 1000 780 434 346 220 243 -23

TOTAL POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD
1990 (Apr) 247 284 316 246 207 207 206
1994 (Jan) 244 275 298 245 206 207 206
2000 (Apr) 236 259 270 245 205 206 205

NO, OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)
1990 (Apr) 8124 4223 2344 1879 3902 2977 925
1994 (Jan) 8827 4763 2686 2077 4064 3153 91 1
2000 (Apr) 1,0158 5806 3373 2433 4352 3466 886

HOUSEHOLD GROWTH PER YEAR (000)
1990-1994 187 144 91 53 43 47 -04
1994-2000 205 160 106 55 44 48 -04

PERCENT OF U S NET INCREASE
1990-1994 1000 768 486 282 230 250 -20
1994-2000 1000 784 516 267 216 235 -1 9

'..
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Back up calculations at the regional level, based on these assumptions, are provided In

Tables 7A 1 and 7A 2 at the end of thiS chapter. They show, as we would expect, substantial
vanatlons In growth by region The annual number of new households that would have to be
accommodated would be highest In the Eastern region (5,000), followed by Oklahoma (4:5'0'0) and,.
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Arizona-New MexIco (2,900) All other regions could expect household growth Increments of less
than 2,000 per year

Housing Prospects

In Tribal Areas In 1990, 62 percent of all households were low-income and the data show
that about 60 percent of them were overcrowded or lived In units with serious physical
deficiencies even as defined by Census measures. A perpetuation of those shares through the
1990s would Imply that the number of low-Income households In Tribal Areas would be growing
on average by 6,200 per year, and the number overcrowded and with facIlity problems would be
growing by about 3,700 per year Yet from 1990 to 1994, the number of HUD units In Tribal
Areas occupied by AlAN households grew by only about 1,700 per year. We cannot be sure the
same proportions will hold throughout this decade, but It does seem very likely that HUD
assistance IS failing very short of what IS needed even to keep up with the growth of housing
problems In Tribal Areas.

For low-income AlAN households outside of Tnbal Areas, It IS extremely difficult to
speculate on how their housing problems are likely to change over this decade under current
poliCies. In general, U.S housing problems In.the mld-1990s are similar to those discussed In
Chapter 5 (Table 5 3) Affordability problems continue to dominate The percent of units with
physical housing deficiencies stili remains at a low level, and while vacancy rates are unusually
high In many markets, rents and home values continue at high levels as well We see no reasons
to believe that the housing problems of AlAN households living In metropolitan environments are
Improving through the natural evolution of the private housing market. Federal housing
assistance grew somewhat dunng earlier parts of the decade, but not by enough to have much
effect on the sizeable gap between the number provided for and the number eligible.

IMPLICATlONS FOR POLICY

Housing in Tribal Areas

Given that the housing problems of low-income families In Tribal Areas are both deeper
and more pervasive than those for Indians living elsewhere, these Areas should Jusliflably remain
the focus for national Indian housing policy From the numbers presented above, It seems qUite
likely that the problems of these areas are getting worse In the 1990s. The production rate of
HUD housing for Tribal Areas appears considerably below than what would be needed to keep
up with the growth, let alone begin to address the enormous backlog of defiCient Units that eXisted
when the decade began.
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A natural response, of course, would be to call a higher rate of HUD funding for these
programs so that their production rates could be expanded, and the numbers In thiS report
certainly JUStify that. However, It IS difficult to advocate simply proportiomng up the total budget
enough to address the full need uSing the present mix of programs Even without full analysIs
of the eXisting programs (which IS presented In the study's final report--Klngsley, Spencer and
Simonson, 1995), the analysIs In thiS report suggests there are reasons to question the effiCiency
of these programs

Perhaps the most dramatic contrast presented In thiS review IS that between those who
are and are not served by HUD housing assistance at thiS POint Over forty percent of the
households In need In Tnbal Areas are receiving very substantial SubSidies (government
production programs for the poor are all very expensive per household served). The remaining
60 percent, many with extremely senous housing deficienCies, get no assistance whatsoever It
would seem that there should be some way to use whatever level of HUD funding IS provided
more eqUitably, to reduce the annual expense per household served so that a larger share of the
total would get some assistance.

ThiS report offers eVidence that It should be possible to accomplish thiS In a substanlial
number of Tnbal Areas Data from the typology In Chapter 6 showed that 44 percent of all
households In Tnbal Areas live In Areas that are within 50 miles of a large urban center Another
17 percent live in Areas that are more remote, but are Large and Open as we have defined those
terms.

Generally, Tnbal Areas that are located closer to urban centers should be able to benefit
from nearby pnvate housing market institutions as they do from access to nearby pnvate
employment opportunities Large Tnbal Areas with a large number of non-Indians living within
their boundanes should be more likely to have what amounts to a pnvate housing market
Intemally In these areas, there should be more opportumlies to rely on tenant-based assistance
(subsidies that cover the gap between what a low-income household can reasonably afford and
the market rent for a modest unit of their chOice In the pnvate housing stock) and tenant based
assistance typically prOVides housing for much less subSidy per family than govemment
production programs It should also be pOSSible to take advantage of other market-onented
techmques. uSing public dollars to stimulate effective actions by pnvate and nonprofit housing
providers to rehabilitate and manage housing for low-income groups In need

It IS recogmzed that In smaller and more remote Tnbal Areas (given their locations and
constraints associated with trust land and other factors), market mechamsms are not as likely to
be workable and a stronger direct govemment production role Will continue to be reqUired Even
here, however, there should be ways to accommodate more households In need for a given
amount of funding provided. For example, by government subSidy funds to leverage pnvate
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Investment at a reasonable rate of return, by relying on rehabilitation rather than new construction
where possible, and by bUilding new housing at lower cost (for example, by developing more
modest "starter homes", that provide decent basIc shelter now, but could be added to and
Improved at the households initiative as ItS Income Increases).

Perhaps most Important, however, IS the eVidence In this report that Tnbal Areas differ
from each other along a number of dimenSions. The best way to promote housing strategies that
are both efficient and workable should be to develop many different ones as needed to fit the
exact circumstances of each Tribal Area .An Area next to a large City will have different
opportunities for housing delivery than a remote reservation Even two Tnbal Areas In similar
locations are likely to have a different mix of housing needs and opportunltles--programs that
provide highly efficient and effective Incentives for housing Improvement In one, may not work In
another because of cultural, political, or economic reasons. Strategies that are truly sensitive to
local circumstances cannot be designed from Washington. They need to be developed carefully
by local stakeholders who, having designed them and feeling "ownership" of them, will have
strong Incentives to Implement them effectively

AlAN Housing Outside of Tribal Areas

It should be possible to address unmet housing needs of low-Income AlAN households
outside of Tnbal Areas pnmanly through market oriented housing strategies: Ie, relying heavily
on tenant based assistance to address affordabillty problems, and uSing other subsidy funds
mostly to motivate enhanced stock Improvements by pnvate and non-prolit providers, rather than
emphaSIZing government production programs.

An array of Federal housing assistance programs are available across the United States,
more and more giVing design Initiative to local governments and community leaders It seems
unlikely that a totally separate set of programs for urban Indians, for example, would be
administratively Justifiable. However, as supported by the findings In the last section of Chapter
6, strong efforts need to be made (through Improved outreach and other techmques) to assure
that AlAN populations outside of Tribal Areas will be given fair access to such hOUSing assistance
resources In the localities In which they do reside

Opportunities to Expand AlAN Homeownership

IncreaSing homeownershlp among AlAN households does appear to be a realistiC prospect
that warrants more attention at the national level; 48 percent of all AlAN households nationally
are In the moderate and higher Income ranges (incomes above 80 percent of the local median)
and ownership rates for these groups are significantly below those of non-Indians at Similar
Income levels In most parts of the country
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• In counties surrounding Tnbal Areas, only 67 percent of AlAN households at
moderate and higher income levels are owners (compared to 77 percent for non
Indians In the same Income groups); In 1990, there were 31,300 AlAN renter
hOlJseholds In these counties with Incomes above 80 percent of the local median

• In metropolitan areas elsewhere, the moderate and higher incom-e ownership rate
IS 66 percent for AlAN households vs. 75 percent for non-Indians, 54,900 AlAN
renters In these Income groups lived In these areas In 1990.

• In other non-metropolitan areas, ownership rates are higher for both groups but,
again, the AlAN rate IS below that for non-Indians (73 percent vs 83 percent);
another 12,700 AlAN renters With Incomes above 80 percent of median lived In
these areas In 1990

• Only In Tnbal Areas themselves does the AlAN ownership rate parallel that for
non-Indians at these Income levels (68 percent for both groups) 36 Still, there
were 20,300 AlAN renters With Incomes above 80 percent In 1990 that could be
candidates for ownership.
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Table 7A 1
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES--AIAN POPULATION 1990-2000

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North· South- Anz- Calif- Paclf
US Central Eastern Okl. Central Plams NMex Nev No West Alaska

POPULATION (000)

1990 PopulatIOn
Tnbal Areas-1990 del 7398 277 548 2064 134 954 2338 200 399 485
Surroundmg CountIes 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 1066 639 270

Subtotal 1,2013 577 109 a 249 9 178 1238 3373 1265 1038 755
Metropolitan 6176 711 2428 12 942 491 11 1377 204 00
Nonmetropohtan 1906 188 736 14 393 225 37 56 152 106
Total 2,0095 1476 4253 2525 1513 1955 3421 2698 1393 861

1994 PopulatIon (Jan)
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 8006 295 650 2313 164 994 2449 209 425 507
Surroundmg Counties 5102 338 643 421 53 319 1156 1143 721 307

Subtotal 1,3108 632 1294 2734 217 1313 3605 1352 1146 814
Metropolitan 6518 754 2649 13 997 532 1 2 1357 204 00
Nonmetropohtan 1874 198 681 14 417 227 39 43 145 111
Total 2,150 a 1584 4623 2762 1632 2072 3656 2752 149 5 925

2000 PopulatIon (Juf )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 909 a 326 833 2756 216 1066 2646 226 472 548
Surrounding Counties 5967 404 824 397 70 381 1372 1280 867 372

Subtotal 1,5057 731 1657 3153 287 1447 4018 1506 1339 919
Metropolitan 7126 830 3042 16 1096 604 14 1320 204 00
Nonmetropohtan 1817 215 583 15 460 230 41 22 134 119
Total 2,4000 177 5 5282 3184 1843 2281 4073 2848 1677 1038

POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD

J 1990 PopJHousehold
Tribal Areas·1990 def 316 322 311 238 278 376 403 283 303 368
Surroundmg CountIes 246 254 243 225 219 296 316 210 218 274
Subtotal 285 283 273 236 260 354 372 219 244 328

Metropolitan 207 234 200 189 190 248 188 209 211 NA
Nonmetropohtan 206 218 199 219 186 245 215 197 199 281

Total 247 249 215 235 195 305 368 213 233 321

1994 Pop /Household (Jan)
Tnbal Areas·1990 def 298 306 296 227 264 358 384 269 288 350
Surroundmg Counties 246 253 243 224 218 295 315 209 217 273

Subtotal 275 276 267 226 251 340 359 216 239 316
Metropolitan 207 233 200 188 189 247 187 209 210 000
Nonmetropolltan 206 218 199 218 185 245 214 196 199 280
Total 244 246 215 226 195 298 355 212 230 312

2000 Pop /Household (Jul )
Tribal Areas·1990 def 269 279 270 207 241 326 350 246 263 319
Surroundmg Counties 245 252 241 223 217 293 314 208 216 272

Subtotal 259 264 255 209 235 317 337 213 230 298
Metropolitan 206 232 199 187 188 246 186 208 209 000
Nonmetropohtan 205 217 198 217 184 243 213 195 198 279
Total 236 242 213 209 193 286 334 210 225 296
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Table7A 2
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES-AlAN HOUSEHOLDS 1990-2000

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz· Calrt - Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plains N Mex. Nev No West Alaska

NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)

1990 Households
Tribal Areas-1990 def 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132
Surroundmg CountIes 1879 118 223 193 20 96 327 508 294 99

Subtotal 4222 204 398 1060 68 350 907 579 426 231
Metropolitan 2977 304 1213 06 496 198 06 657 97 00
Nonmetropohtan 925 86 369 06 212 92 17 28 76 38

Total 8124 594 1980 1072 777 640 930 1265 598 268

1994 Households (Jan )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 2686 96 22 a 1021 62 278 638 78 148 145
Surrounding Counties 2077 133 265 188 24 108 367 547 333 11 2

Subtotal 4763 229 485 1209 86 386 1005 624 480 257
Metropohtan 3153 323 1327 07 527 215 06 65 a 97 00
Nonmetropohtan 911 91 343 07 225 93 18 22 73 39
Total 8826 643 2154 1222 839 694 1030 1296 650 297

2000 Households (Jul )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 3373 117 308 1333 90 327 756 92 180 171
Surrounding CountIes 2433 160 341 178 32 130 438 615 402 137

Subtotal 5806 277 649 151 1 122 457 1193 707 581 308
Metropolitan 3466 357 1532 08 582 246 07 636 97 00
Nonmetropolrtan 886 99 295 07 249 94 19 1 1 68 43
Total 1,0158 734 2476 1526 954 797 1220 1354 747 351

ANNUAL CHANGE (ooONEAR)

Apr 1990-Jan 1994
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 91 03 12 41 04 07 16 02 04 04
Surrounding CountIes 53 04 1 1 -01 01 03 1 1 10 10 04

Subtotal 144 07 23 40 05 10 26 12 15 07
Metropolitan 47 05 30 00 08 05 00 -02 00 00
Nonmetropohtan -04 01 -07 00 04 00 00 -02 -0 1 00
Total 187 13 46 40 17 15 26 08 14 08

Jan 1994-Jul 2000
Tribal Areas-1990 def 10 6 03 14 48 04 07 18 02 05 04
Surrounding Counties 55 04 12 -02 01 03 1 1 1 1 1 1 04

Subtotal 161 07 25 46 05 11 29 13 16 08
Metropolitan 48 05 31 00 08 05 00 -0 2 00 00
Nonmetropolltan -04 01 -07 00 04 00 00 -02 -0 1 00
Total 205 14 49 47 18 16 29 09 15 08
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